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The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

The structure corresponding with the following "means" has not been adequately 
defined in the specification: 

Ozone generator means, particulate filtering means, electrostatic filter means, 
and clean water holding tank means recited in claim 1 ; 

Ionizer means and mixing means recited in claim 2; 

Intake means recited in claim 8; 

Electrode means recited in claim 9; 

Automatic backwash means recited in claim 10. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The structure corresponding with the following "means" is considered indefinite 
since the "means" has not been adequately defined In the specification: 

Ozone generator means, particulate filtering means, electrostatic filter means, 
and clean water holding tank means recited in claim 1 ; 

Ionizer means and mixing means recited in claim 2; 

Intake means recited in claim 8; 

Electrode means recited in claim 9; 

Automatic backwash means recited In claim 10, 

The structure recited in claim 2 is considered redundant of the "ozone generator 
means" recited in claim 1 . 

The structure recited in claim 3 is considered redundant of the "ionizer means" 
recited in claim 2; 

The structure recited in claim 4 is considered redundant of the "mixing means" 
recited in claim 2; 

The structure of claim 5 is considered redundant of the "particulate filter means" 
recited in claim 1; 

The structure of claims 8-10 is considered redundant of the "electrostatic filter 
means" recited in claim 1 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5, and 11-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson '479 in view of Moorehead et al. 

With respect to claim 1 , Johnson discloses ozone generator means 26 for 
ozonating a flow of wastewater to remove odors and bacteria, and electrostatic filter 
means 18 for electrostatically filtering the flow, and clean water holding tank means 10 
for storing cleaned water received from the electrostatic filter means for re-use. Johnson 
fails to specify particulate filtering means for pre-filtering the flow of ozone treated 
wastewater by separating heavier particulates out of the wastewater. Moorehead et al 
discloses particulate filtering means 10 for filtering ozone treated wastewater and 
suggests that such a means also serves to thoroughly mix ozone with the waste water. 
It would have been obyious to have modified the apparatus of Johnson so as to have 
included the particulate filtering means 10 as suggested by Moorehead et al in order to 
provide a means for both removing heavier particulates from the wastewater as well as 
providing a means for thoroughly mixing ozone with the wastewater. 

Concerning claim 2, Johnson discloses the ozone generator means as including 
an air filter 34 (see FIG. 3 of Johnson '059, incorporated by reference on lines 18-33 of 
col. 2 of Johnson '479) for mechanically removing particulates from ambient air, ionizer 
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means 36 for converting oxygen (see FIG. 3 of Johnson '059), contained in a flow of the 
filtered ambient air, into ozone to produce ionized, filtered air, and mixing means 24 for 
injecting said ionized, filtered air into said flow of wastewater to remove odors and 
bacteria. 

Regarding claim 3, Johnson '059 discloses ultraviolet lamp means 36 for 
exposing the flow of the filtered ambient air to ultraviolet light to convert oxygen 
contained in a flow of said filtered ambient air into ozone. 4. 

As to claim 4, Johnson '479 discloses mixing means including a venturi 24 that 
creates a pressure differential causing a suction to extract the ozone from the ionizer 
means and inject the ozone into said flow of wastewater. 

Concerning claim 5. Moorehead et al disclose particulate flitering means 
including a cyclone mixer/cleaner 10 to remove heavier particulates from the flow of 
ozone treated wastewater. 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Johnson '479 discloses a method of reclaiming waste 
water to remove odors, bacteria and particulates from a flow of wastewater to produce 
clean water for re-use, including ozonating a flow of wastewater to remove odors and 
bacteria (e.g., via the ozone generator 28 shown in FIG. 1), electrostatically filtering the 
flow of pre-filtered wastewater to remove finer particulates (e.g., via electrostatic filter 
18), and storing cleaned water received from the step of electrostafic filtering in a 
holding tank 10 for re-use. Johnson '479 fails to disclose the step of pre-filtering the flow 
of ozone treated wastewater by separating heavier particulates out of the wastewater. 
Moorehead et al discloses the step of filtering ozone treated wastewater by separating 
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heavier particulates from the waste water (e.g., via filter 10) and suggests that such a 
step also serves to thoroughly mix ozone with the waste water. It would have been 
obvious to have modified the apparatus of Johnson so as to have included the step of 
filtering as suggested by Moorehead et al in order to provide a step for both removing 
heavier particulates from the wastewater as well as to thoroughly mix the ozone with the 
wastewater. 

Concerning claim 12, Johnson '059, incorporated by reference into Johnson '479, 
discloses the step of ozone generating including mechanically removing particulates 
from ambient air (e.g., via filter 34 shown in FIG. 3), converting oxygen, contained in a 
flow of the filtered ambient air, into ozone in an ozonator apparatus 18 to produce 
ionized, filtered air, and injecting the ionized, filtered air into the flow of wastewater to 
remove odors and bacteria (e.g., via venturi 14). 

As to claim 13, Johnson '059 discloses the step of converting as including 
exposing the flow of the filtered ambient air to ultraviolet light to convert oxygen 
contained in a flow of said filtered ambient air into ozone (e.g., via ultraviolet lamps 36). 

Concerning claim 14, Johnson '059 discloses the step of injecting as including 
the step of creating a pressure differential using a venturi 14 to cause a suction to 
extract the ozone from the ozonator apparatus and inject the ozone into the flow of 
wastewater. 

Regarding claim 15, Moorehead et al disclose removing heavier particulates from 
the flow of ozone treated wastewater using a cyclonic mixer/filter. 
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Claims 6, 7, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson '479 in view of Moorehead et al as applied to claims 5 or 1 5 
above and further in view of Lacasse et al. 

With respect to claim 6, Johnson '059 suggests a process tank 24 (see FIG. 1 ) 
but fails to specify a tank functioning to return the wastewater to atmospheric. Lacasse 
et al disclose a process tank 240 (see FIG. 7) wherein ozone treated wastewater is 
returned to atmospheric pressure and teaches that such an anrangement permits the 
removal of any leftover ozone from the wastewater (see paragraph 1 28). It would have 
been obvious to have modified the combination suggested by Johnson and Moorehead 
et al so as to have included a process tank as suggested by Lacasse et al in order to 
permit the removal of excess ozone from the water. 

Concerning claim 7, Lacasse et al discloses a filter feed pump to mechanically 
pump ozone treated wastewater out of the process tank and into a filter means (see 
FIG. 7). 

With respect to claim 16, Johnson '059 suggests a process tank 24 but fails to 
specify returning the ozone treated wastewater to atmospheric pressure in a process 
tank. Lacasse et al disclose a process tank 240 (see FIG. 7) wherein ozone treated 
wastewater is returned to atmospheric pressure and teaches that such an arrangement 
permits the removal of any leftover ozone from the wastewater (see paragraph 128). It 
would have been obvious to have modified the combination suggested by Johnson and 
Moorehead et al so as to have included a process tank as suggested by Lacasse et al 
in order to permit the removal of excess ozone from the water. 
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Concerning claim 17, Lacasse et a! discloses the step of mechanically pumping 
the ozone treated wastewater out of the process tank to filter the ozone treated water 
(see FIG. 7). 

Claims 8-10. and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson '479 in view of Moorehead et al as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Roberts et al. 

With respect to claim 8, Johnson '479 discloses the electrostatic filter as 
including a filter tank 70 having input and output ports (see FIG. 5), a layer of glass 
bead media (see lines 57-59 of col. 5), and intake means 52 connected to the input port 
for distributing said ozone treated wastewater over the glass bead media to remove fine 
particulates from the ozone treated wastewater as the ozone treated wastewater flows 
from said input port to said output port. Johnson fails to specify a layer of gravel 
distributed in the bottom of the filter tank. Roberts et al discloses that the use a gravel 
layer to support a particulate filter bed is known in the art (see lines 31-34 of col. 4). It 
would have been obvious to have modified the combination suggested by Johnson and 
Moorehead et al so as to have included a layer of gravel as suggested by Roberts et al 
in order to provide support for the glass bead media. 

As to claim 9, Johnson '479 discloses electrode means 74 for applying an electric 
charge to the glass bead filtering media to cause fine particulates in the flow of pre- 
flltered wastewater to be electrostatically attracted to the glass bead media. 
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With respect to claim 1 0, Johnson *479 discloses backwash means to clean 
collected fine particles from the glass bead media to rejuvenate said glass bead media 
(see the FIG. 5 and the last full paragraph of col. 7). Johnson fails to specify the 
backwash means as being automatic, however, providing an automatic means to 
replace a manual activity Is not considered sufficient to distinguish over the prior art 
(see In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193. 194 (CCPA 1958)). 

With respect to claim 18, Johnson '479 discloses the step of electrostatically 
filtering including generating a flow of the ozone treated wastewater into a filter tank 30 
having input and output ports (see FIG. 5), and providing a layer of glass bead media 
overlaying the intake connected to the input port for distributing the ozone treated 
wastewater over the glass bead media to remove fine particulates from the ozone 
treated wastewater as the ozone treated wastewater flows from the input port to the 
output port. Johnson fails to specify a layer of gravel distributed in the bottom of the 
filter tank. Roberts et al discloses that the use a gravel layer to support a particulate 
filter bed is known in the art (see lines 31-34 of col. 4). It would have been obvious to 
have modified the combination suggested by Johnson and Moorehead et al so as to 
have included a layer of gravel as suggested by Roberts et al in order to provide 
support for the glass bead media. 

As to claim 19, Johnson '479 discloses the step of applying an electric charge to 
the glass bead filtering media to cause fine particulates in the flow of pre-filtered 
wastewater to be electrostatically attracted to the glass bead media (e.g., via electrode 
assembly 74) 
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With respect to claim 20, Johnson '479 discloses the step of backwashing the 
media to clean collected fine particles from the glass bead media to rejuvenate said 
glass bead rriedia (see the FIG. 5 and the last full paragraph of col. 7). Johnson fails to 
specify the backwashing as being automatic, however, providing an automatic step to 
replace a manual activity is not considered sufficient to distinguish over the prior art 
(see In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 1958)). 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew 0. Savage whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1 146. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:00am-3:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on (571 ) 272-1 1 66. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Matthew O Savage 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1724 
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June 13, 2005 



